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UMTED STATES DISTRICT court: t/ss.nj....rur ..ul-v.^.,-*. 

FORTHEBIS^TRICTOFCOLCMBU woe ncr i-^ m > ny 

ELUOTTE PATRICK- COLEMAN MJlfiMilTtilltllll 

27^Ka<«, Terrace, SJ:,, . ItERK- ■■ ■ 

Was&i]|gto%D.C. 20620 

Plaintiff 

V. Civii Action No.: «5-1206([RCL) 

THE INT. BRO, OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS 
900 7^ STREEET, N.W. 
WASHINGTON, D.C 20001 
Attn: Edwitt mil 

Defea^ant. 

AMENDED COMPLAINT 

1. TlasisanaotionconiplaipmgoffetaUationmt^ 

TMe Vn ofihe Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended, 42 U.S.C. f 2000e-3 and ihe D.C 

Hraian Ri^s Act of 1977 f 2>-I4a2-6i(a); le&sal to biaiga^ 

the National Labor Rielations Act, 29 U.S.C. f 159 et. s^. and stating claims arisinjg under the 

c©nimonkw. 

Juristfictton and Venue 

2. The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursoiaatto 42 U.S.C. f 20006" 
5(f)(1) and 29 U.S.C. If 412 and pendierrt; and ancillaiy jurisdiction to hear and decide claims 
arising imder the coimnon and statHfeay kw of tfie District of Coiunibia. 

3. Plaiadff h^ ediausted all of his administiative ismedies as required by 
law, in that he timely filed a dharge of discrimin^on with the U.S. Equal Employment 
Opportunities Commission (EEOC) on November 5, 2004. The Connnission issued I^aintiff a 
"rirf^-sue"J^w dated March 1,2W5. Pteaatiflfreceivedliie notice on <»• about Mardi 5, 

RECEIVED 

DEC 1 3 2005 

NANCY MAYER WHrrrtNeTOM, CLERK 
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2005. Plamtiff filed a COTiplaiiit in O.S. District: Court fijr tite Disttict of Columbia on June 3, 
2005. 

4. Venue is proper in Ihis Honotabte Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. * 139 1 (c). 

Partis 

5. PlaiiitiffEIUotte Patrick Coleman is a natujalpersGiiam^ 
District of Columbia. He con^lains of unlawfid <fiscrimimti 

rights aax)r<iifig to law, vldatiau^ of the National Laiw Relations Act and advances clain^ 
xm^QT^tQ common law of the District of Columbia. His eit^loyment by Potomac Efeicbic Power 
Company (Pepco) became effective in October, i99T Pepco wrougfiilly taminated liis 
employmart for tibe second time in Sferch, 2004. 

6. Defendant The lnteniati<Hiai Brotheiiiood of Eleetrical Workers (IBEiW), which 
is domiciled in the District, is a corporation. Local 1900 of the IBEW (Local 1900) ref^esented 
Pepco's baigaining unit employees. 

Facts 

7. hi October, 1997 Plaintiff (Black) accepted Ihe position of Customer Service 
Representative within P^k;o*s Customer Operation Division (COD), Sbortly thereafter he 
became a dues paying memb^ of Local 1900. 

8. The vast majority of employees within COD were Black. 

9. P^co rputineiy discrimii^ted against Blacks md often retaliated against those 
who opposed the practice. 

10. Defendant and Pepco shai^wl^ both defined a "cooperati^^ 

1 L Since the effective <te$e of Pontiff's ^t^Ioyment a (fisproportiou^e 
number of Black bargaining unit en^toyees have been terminated from employment. In 
many instances Local 1900 negotiated agreements which effectuated and sustained the 
terminations. 

12. Pepco repeatedly denied Plaintiff employment opportunities, repeataHy took 
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wmanmt^ disc^Iimiy adions against him aud k c^^ ways subjjwted him to ahdstile work 
eovirqimi^tt for opposxag its disarimu^ 

13, l>efemfei^collaboiat^wiAP^oasjt 'ils^se 

instances of coiiaboratipn include, but are not lixmted to, the following: 

a. it atteoded griev^ace meetings on bebalf of Plaintiff and later withheld 

its documentation of the meeting in crd^ to camcajfi^e Pepco's wrongdoing 
and to fortify the wrongfclactiott taken a^sinst him; 

b. it oidered; Union r^i^sentatipn to i:efiaiu item; converse 
regarding grievances that it had filed on his behalf; 

c. it feited to enforce provisions of &e Conti:act Agreemj^ between its^slf and 
Pepco as it related to ^e timely proc^sing of grievances; 

d. it felled to require Pepoo to pres^soEt witnesses^ testimony or documentation to 
justify disciplinary actbns taken against Plaintiff; 

e. it feiled to iiUerview key witnesses and to secui:e inf<Hmation to aid iia 
Plaintiff's defense; 

t . it repeatedly Med to take apprc5)riate remedial action in respoise to Plaintiffs 



g. it conspired with Pcpco to effectuate and to sustain the T"^ wrong&l termination 
of Plaintiff's employment; 

K it discouraged CO employes ftom opposing discriminatory practiCesL 

14 In May 2000 Plaintiff filed a chai^ of discrimination with the EE 
which he named Pepco as respondent. He did not exercise his right to sue* ^ Pepco mlaiiated. 

15. On February I, Charles Dickerson^ Manager, COD summoned Plaintiff iato^^ 
office and placed him on Decision UsSdtig Leave (DML) which is the last level of discipline prior 



^ The EEOC issued a ngtt: to s«e l^to- in Sepfe^mte 2000. 'ffie 90 day period vrfthin wKch PJatoiff coidd 
exetcise Ws ti^ to sue expked m Deoeniba' 2000. 
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to termiijation. Dickerson denied Plaiatiff his right to select a shop steward of his choosing and 
insisted that Earnest Harrison^ Chief Steward, attead on Plaintiflf s behalC 

16. I)imi% the meeting nicJ£ersoHpro^dded his detailed i^ 

conduct, identified 2 specific Conq>any poKcies he alleged Plaintiff had vioiate4 attenqsted 
to esplain Iiow Plaintiffs conduct violatod those policies and how the conduct warranted 
theDML, B(^Hafflson and Plaintifftookd^aiicd notes. 

17. Immediately following the Febmaiy 1 meeting Plaintiff discussed l3m 
disciplinary action with Harrison and a nudiber of Unicsi officials. All agreed ifeat even if 
Dickerson's rendition of Pfeintiff s conduct was accumte, ^siich it was not, the condiict could not 
Imve possibly warrai^d tlie 0ML. 

18. Approximately 1 week later Pepco provided Plaintiff ite untimely wiittoa 
notification of the disciplinary action. Plaintiff immediately noticed tiiat Pepco had dramatic^ly 
changed it^ r^dition of hiiS con&ict to make it fit the perquisites required to result in violations of 
the 2 Conq>any policies Dickerson identified on February L Pfaintiff immediately contacted 
Harrison, Iferrism refused to discuss tiie matter 

19. During tile months that followed Plaiutifif repeatedly CO 

who rq)eatedly refijsed to come forth with, or discuss, its record of the February 1 meeting 
without esplanatidn. 

20. Pepco promoted Harrison to a non-bargaining unit (exempt) superyiisory position 
within its Credit I^partoent. 

21. Union ofl&ials instmcted sh<^ stewards to refi^ from aj^ discussion with 
Plaintiff regarding griev^tices Local I9Q0 hadi filed on his behalf ot any other matter i;^ardii^ his 
employment 

22. inianuaiy20O2tiieFebruary 10MLcuhninated into tile wron^ 

of Plaintiff's ^iq>Ioym^. To efiMuat^ the termination Pq>co accused PlaintaaTof violating a 
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Compmy poUcy that &d not exist. Defendant aiid Pepco knew fiill well that the action was 
imjustifiable. 

23. FoUowiBgflietennm^onP^pcofomardedPlai^ 

and Qenetai Release of Claims through Loeal 1900. Pepco offered to restore Plaiiitiff 
employment if he agreed *o fOTever discharge Pepco aM Local 1900 fiom any daims,^ Plaintiff 
declined the offer, 

24, On March 1 8, 2002 Im F, Jaffe, topaxtial Arbitrator, ordered Pepco to reinslate 
PlaintifiTs employm^it. Following the reinstatement of his employment Pepco continued to 
harassed him with impnnity. These acts iiK^lude^bnt were not lunited to, tfefoH^ 

a. it issued him a Written Reminder for allegedly violatii^ its 
attendance pohcy while IaK)wing fuU weU that the action waj^ 
unjustifiable; 

b. it charged him as having reported late to work while Wwing fidl 
well that the action was imwananted; 

c. it placed faim on Decisi<m Maldng Leave ("DML") white knowing 
that the acticsi was imwarranted; 

d. it stole p^sonai items which beltMiged to him; 

e. it qpened his personal mail; 

1 it wrongfully and repeatedly denied him femily medical leave; 

g. it repeatedly recorded felse stat^nents regarding his work peif onnance 
and conduct; 

25, AMioug^ Plaintiff liepeatedly mformed Local I W of the harassment it feiled 
to take appxppriafce remedial actioa Plaintiff sought intervention by the court On Ktay 17,2003 
he filed a retafiation claim against Pepco in U.S* District Court. 

26. Pursuant to Article 17 oftheCon&aa^re^nent, Step 2 G^^ 



' The proposed a^^sement contained other condilioBS* 
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to be Md w&m 9 weefes of ifae d^rte the grievance i& filed. Any d^hsys are to be $§^^ upon by 
bo& parfes. l^e hostile work eavironmeat (aceated and po^jetuated by Pepoo was rdiifi^x^ 
by Defendaiit^s refiisal to edforce the grievance provisions of the Coiitract AgreemeBt. For 
example, on March 13, 2003 Pepcois^ed Plaintiff a Wr^^ Defendant fifed 

Grievance # 03-3 1 <m Mardi 19, 2003. Pepco did not cxmim. the Step 2 meeth^ until December 
2, 2003 (nearly 9 months lat^).^ Defendant sfeted that it had not ^eed to these delays,"^ 

27. hx prepamtion for the 20O2 arbitration hearing Def^daitt repeatedly informed 
Pkintiff that P^co was required to present any and all witnesses, testimony and any evidence it 
relied upon to substantiate disciplinary actions during the Step 2 Grievance Meeting. 

28. On December 2, 2003 P^eo conduct^ a Step 2 Griev^ance Meeting reganiii% a 
Writt^ Reminder and DJyJL it had issued Plaintiff. Joseph Hawkins^ Business Representative, 

Local 1900andTiajuanna.Barnes, Shop Steward attended on behalf of Plaintiffi^ Pfejntiffalso 
attend^ Ae meeting, 

29. During the December 2 meeting Pepco presented 1 witness, Merriel! feiscoe. 
Supervisor, Customer Operations Division in an rffort to substantiate the Written Reminder. It 
did not presoit any written documentation to substantiate the action, during the meeiting Brisoje 
im6& statements which cleariy demonstrated tiiat the Written Reminder was unjustifiable, 

30. During the Dec^nb^ 2 meeting Pepco did not present any witaesseS;, testimony, 
evidence or mskQ any statement whafeoever regarding the DML. Defendant made no d>jection. 

3 1 . Pqpco's acts of harassment became so pervasive that Plaintiff attended a 
presch^hded appointment on December 5 within Pepco's iDepartm^ri: of En^loyee Pjelatis^js to 
file a foimal complamt of harassment. That same day Plaiatiflf s immediale supOTsdsc»r accused 



' Pi^co scheduledHieltecember 2 n^etiag^y afterPlmtiff lafsed the issue in a civil action betiveea 

atse!iandHaintiff. 

"^Oi My 18, 2003 PlaiitfiffffledaCl3aige(tfi>iscrini3nati€Hi(rel^^ 

1900. 

^ Barnes, wMe acting as Sliop Steward, Sad iwevknisly accomp^ed Pfeinliff toa nuis*er of meetings 
with Pepco during which time issu^ regarding his employinfint weie discussed. 



Case 1 :05-cv-01 206-RCL Document 8 Filed 12/1 3/2005 Page 7 of 1 4 



him of frnviag atlemled the meeting wi&o^rf; faar ^prpval. 

32. Pq?<x>refii$edtGiiespoiid^b$taB^^ Ptoatiff 
persisted in Ms eflfort to secure an adequate response by briaging the matter to the atfesHtion of 
Michael SuIKvad, Vice-President of Custcmet Care. Ra&er than answer the complatal, Pepco 
opted to terminate his employment. 

33. On March 5, :2004 Pepco suspended Pfeiiitiff 's employment and nofi&d Ima of 
its intent to tenninate his employment for allegedly attending the December 5 meetn^g without 
supervisory approval. On March 8, 2004 P^cp verbally informed Plaintiff of its intent to 
move forward with the tennioation. 

34. In response to the pending termination Ixjcal 1900 informed Pfainiaf fliat it 
would file a grievance and would arbitmte the termination and each pending grievance in an 
effort to restore Plaintiffs employment. 

35. On or about March 10 lU)Cal 1900 contacted Plaintiff with Accor<fing 
to IxK^al 1900 Pq>co had agreed to return Plai^ 

DML and waive his right to fortfaer grieve all previous disciplinary actions. In descrilbing tiie 
agreement Local 1900 made refeenced to m agreement that Pepco and Local 1900 had 
negotiated on. behalf (rfK^metii Boyd. Plaintiff declined tiie offer/ Pqpco forwarded Plaintiff a 
notice of termination the foilowmg day, 

36. Subsequent to the termimtion a Uniopi member made a number of ststtements 
which caused Plaintiff to finthsr question the mtegrity of the cooperative relationship Drfendaitt 
shared with Pepco. These stat^nents included, but were not limits to, the following: 

a. she stated that she had overheard Union officials conspiring to 

negatively impact upon the employment of a fellow Union member 
aitti close personal fiiend 



^ Defendant and P^o had iiegotiated a simiiar agreement fer K^nieth Boyd, anpth^ Black employee 
within Customer Operations. Shorty fdlowing his return to woife Boyd was tmnmated without recourse. 
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b. Ae stated tiiatliis superior bad described tibe poor man^ 

m wMd^ loseph HawlduSi, Local 1900 Business Rj^ieseaxtative 
had represented VMtm monbers duriiig arbitraJioa hearings 
and important meeting, Si^ expressed concern that bis superior 
had not interv^ed on behalf of the uaaion membersMp. 

37. Banies^ while serving as ^p s*^ar4 aOmded munepcms tneetings 4xmQg 
wMch time Pepcp and Plaintiffdiscussed issues regarding his e^ She was 
femiliar with the numerous complaints of harassment made by Piaintiff and the circujcdsrt^auces 
of each incident. 

38. Shortly after Pl^umflffiled 0e claim of i^^alMon against Pepco in U.S. tfetrict 
Court Pepco and Defendant began to c^er Barnes incentives. For example, Pq?co reassigned 
Barnes to the position of Dispatch^ which i$ a preferred position witfiin the Customer Operations 
I>ivisi<m. Local 1^0 also offered incentives. For example^ although receistly appointed to the 
position of Shop Steward, Local 1900 selected her to serve on a committee which negotiated 

tile Contmct Agreemeitt on behalf of Local 1900. Tbo assignmeirt afforded her the 
opportunity to work directly with the Union at a remote location for monthjs durii^ normal 
work hours/ 

39. During the course of fte civil action between Plaintiff and Pi^co Local 1900 
relayed updates regaiding &e a<^on to COD en^Ioyees and in other ways discouraged oth^s 
fiom opposing discriminatory practices, 

40. During week ending June 19, 2004 Defendant informed Ptoxtiff that it had 
scheduled an arbitmticm hearing for June 29^ 2004,^ 

4L On or about Jui^ 24 Barnes, Hawkins and Plaintiffniet to prepaie for the 
hearing, Barues and Plaintiff xecaiied and discussed statemente made by Briscoe during the Step 



^ Ofh^ Union emplogrees and potm^ mtne^es fox Plaintiff were ateK> offeied inc^itives by Pepco. 
* Parties sphedded Grievance 03^3 i fitedliy Local iSjK) inieispdnse to Wrtoen Reniinfe &r a^WtraticaL 
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2 meeting wbidi dearly supported Defendant's position tisat &e Wnttoi Reminder was 
unjustifiabt^, Hiat same day Hawkins informed Plaintiffthat Pepco and 3Local 1900 was 
activdy aa^mpting to settle th^ grievance priOT 

42, On June 28 (1 day prfor to the hearing) Barnes, Hawldns mi Plaintilf met for She 
second time to prj^mie for the hearing* IronicaUy, Baines could no longer lecafi Briscoe having 
B^de speciffc i^emeajts ifaat $he hs^ recalled only days eaifier, Barnes stated that slae would 
return home to review her notes and eaU hack with her record of Briscoe's statements. 
Although Hawldns and Plaintiff remained for a substantial pmod of time neither received the 
letuxn call &om Bames. 

43, T1iearbitiatio0 hearing was condiK:ted on Jime 29^ Durii^tfiehearmg 
Briscoe presented testimony which was a complete reversal of statemeaits she had made durii^ 
the December 2 St^ 2 mip^ing. Barnes did not attend the hearing. As a result PJaimSff had no 
witness to substantiate that Briscoe^s testimony was a leversal of statements made hj her 
during the Dec^nber 2 meeting.. Additionally, Pepco presented numerouj^ wftnesses and 
documentation (vs^ch di4 not support it's position) that it had not presented during tfie Step 2 
meeting. Defeodant ofifered no objection whatsoevpr. 

44, Ihe Arbitrator demed the Grievance by eorrespomteace dated July 13, 2004. 

45, On July 30, 2004 Plaintiff forw;arded Defeadaitt correspondence widnn vduch he 
e3q)iessed concern regarding its repeated mishandM of meeting minutes and notes ajid its 
repeated refusal to be forthcoming with its recoUections of statements xn^^ by Pepco during 
m^tin^ r^arding issues of his employment He also requested clarificatim residing Pepco's 
duty to pres^it testimony and evid^ce dorij^ Step 2 grievance meetings. PlamtifiTs inquiry 
was justifiable in that Defendant had previously forwarded notice of its iiitent to arbitots the 
the June 12, 20Q3 0ML aid March 1 1, 2004 termination, Def^dant le&sed to resp<md to the 
inquiry. 
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46, hi August, 2004 PlaisaEdflTrnpested to meet wMi Defendant to discuss 2 pendmg 
grievances. Upon rpquestitig tiie meeting Plaintiff iBfonned Defendant liiat he sou^t to 
determine if it bad retained records of meetings conducted by Pepco regarding his eitiployment, 
to discuss te^iinony and evidence Defendant intended on presei^ng in support of the grievances, 
to de^^ennine if it required additional infc^mation from Phinjiff ai^or other wi&ies^es in or<te to 
support the ^evaaces, et. cetera. Defendant i^efijsed to meet wi^ PlaistiK 

47, In July, 2005 Defendant contacted Plaintiff to iitform Mm that it was attenjptmg 
to schedule an arbitration hiring fm the latter part of July, Plaiijtiff expressed concern that 
Defeodairi; had not respcmded to c<Micenis s^spressed by him regaining flie prior arbitmtiCMi hearing 
andthathe(fesiredan^qjlmationinotxiertoweighhis<^tk^ Agai% Defendant Ksiisted 

to respond 

48, Defendant habitually foiled to act in the best interest of enqjioyees 
within COD p^cularly when Pqjco would be requited to expend substantial r^(Hir<;es 
in OTcte to make employees whole. 

49, On i^ about June 14, 2000 Plaintiff was diagnosed as sufifering fi-cpt work jndated 
sttess, ^mety and depression. Subsequently; tiieharassmeut became so pervasive &st the 
condition exacerbated in to a ''serious heaWi conditio^- as defined within the Family and Medical 
ieaveActofI993. 

50, On or aboulDecember 27, 2001 Colonial HeaKhCaxe Inc. (CHS), Pepco's Tted 
Party Health Care Administrator, certified that Plaintiff would be taking femiiy medi<^i leave 
(FML) CHI an as m^^ hash betweoi Nov^ember 27, 2001 dirii May 27^ 2002. Colonial 
HeahJ^Care repeatedly renewed fee certification. Pfamtiff remained certified to taJ^ FML 1hr<^^ 
flie Mardi 1 1, 2004 temrination of his employment. 

51, Pqjco and Defendant knew that its acts of hatasmient exacerbated Plaintiff 
medical condition. 



10 
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Count One: Retaliation 

52. Plamtiff repeafe aad realleges fl 1-5 1^ supra, as if fiiUy set foriii herein, 

53. Plaintiff to>k all proper measures to bring to the attention of Pepco and 
Defendant his complaints of baiassment. 

54. Pepco's repeated acts of retaliation against Plaintiff were committed with malice 
and forethou^. Defendsint wflifuHy md intentionaHy aided and abetted in the j^^iation. 

55 . Despite those repeated conq)I^rints, Defendant feiled to properly attotd to these 
matters. 

56. Plaintiff^s chaises with the EpOC^eonqjlaints filed ittUJS.Di^^ 
complaints to his superiors, complaints to Defoadant and otter approprialse personi^l wei© 
conduct protected under provisions of Title VH of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964, as amended, 42 
U.S.C. § 2000e-3(aX which are incorpoiated into 42 U.S.C, § 2000e-l6. 

57. Aft^ Plaintiff engaged in said protected activity his employment was 
terminated. 

58. Hiose who partidpated in the retaliation had knowledge of his protected activity. 
They included th? individuals to whom his ccrapiaints were addressed. 

59. As a direct and proximate tesult of Defendant's coUusion with Pepco in 
connnitting acfe of retaliatioi^ and harasj^nent. Plaint 

60. All of the foregoing individual incidents amount to a pattern and pratdce of 
violations of the laws of the United States aad the District of Columbia prohibitmg retaliation 
against en^loyees estercising their statutcay rights to protest discihninatiicsi and harassment in 
employment, 

WHQgREFORB, Piairitiff ElHotte Pateick Coleman demands judgement again^ 
Defendant Ihe totenmtioBal Brotherhood c^Electripal Workers for compensatory damages in tiie 
amount of TJuree Hundred Thousand DoUars ($300,000.00) or an anncHint that flie Count would 
deem just and equitable. 

11 
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WHEREFORE^ Pkmtiff Elliotte Patrick Cokxxmx ^&t$smds Judgement against Defemlaitt 
The Iirteniati<Hiai Biptlieriljood of Electrical W<^1sjers for pmiitive <iaitiages in the amcamt of 
Seven MiUicm and Seven Hmidred Thousand Dollars ($7,700,000.00) or an amount tiaat the Court 
would deem just and equitable. 

Count Two : Bread s of Duty of Fair Representation 

6 1 . Plaastiff repeats and i^leges %% 1-5 i^ supra, as if fully set forth herein. 

62. Def^dant feiled to feidy nqpiesent Plaintiff in the handling of his grievances, 
Med to take ^jpiopriaie remedial action in tesponse to Plaintiff's ccHnpIaints of hamssment and 
coliaborajed with Pepco in negatively impacting upon his enigploymettt 

63. DefendaBt'a conduct to^vards Plaintiff was arbitraiy.discrimm^ 
perfunctorily was committed in bad &i$h and was a result of collusion. 

WHERH^ORE, Plaintiff ElUotte Patrick C^lenmidem^^ 
TTie Inteniational Brotherfaood of Electrical Workers for comp^asatpiy <ian^es in the amc^mt of 
Three Hundred Biousand Dollars ($300,000,00) or aii amount that the Ccmrt would deem just and 
equitable, 

WHEREFORE^ Plaintiff EUiotte Patridc Coleman demandaj^^gemi^ against Defendant 
The IntemaJioi^ Brotherhood of Electrical Wc^rs for punitive (femages in the amcum of 
Seven Million and Seven Hundred Thousand Dollars ($7,700,000,00) or an amount tJiat the Court 
would deem just and equitable 

Counfc llree: Intentional Ingiction of Emotional Distress 

64. Plaintiff repeats and reaUeges % 1-51, supra^ as if fully s^ forth herm. 

65. Pepco's acts of retaliation and harassment were comnritted willfully, maliciously, 
outrageously, deliberately, and purposely with the intent to infiict emotional distress upon 
Plaintiff and/or were done in reckless disre^rd of the probability of caushagPlaintiff ^tustional 



12 
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distr^s. Defendant aided ami abetted Fepco and woiked in collusion with it in comiSLtittiiig lixese 
acts. 

66. Said conducl: caxised Plaintiff tp suffer severe m^^ 

wMch included; but was not limited to^ mmtsi sufferings ftight^ nervousness, indigmty, 
hmniliation, anbajnras^nent^ insult and loss of ooosortium, 

67. Asadir€ataadpn>ximatefesiiItof1heact^ 
medical treatment over an extended p^od of tune. 

WHEREFORE, Flaintiff ElUotte Patrick Coleman demands judgement agaiuist Defendant 
The IjaJerpational Brdheifaood of Electrical Woikers for compensatory damages in the amoimt of 
Fifteen MiHion Pollans ($14,000,000.00) or an amcmnt th^ the Court deems just and ^pritabte. 

WHEREFORE, Plaiiitiff EUiotte Patrick Coleman <temands judgement against Defendant 
The IntematicHial Brotherhood of Electrical Wor^rs for pujiitive damages in the amaunt of 
Tw^riy Millipn Dollars ($20,000,000,00) or m amount that the Court <feems just and equitable. 

Prayer fer Additional Rdief 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff EUiotte Patrick Colem^ piays thatiJris Honorable Ourt: 

a, ASSUME jurisdiction over this Action for all purposes; 

b, AWARD to him sjueh additional relicfas is penmtted by law; 

c, GRANT him the co$ts of fliis Action^ including reasonable attora^s' fees; 
and 

d AWARD such additional leliefas to the Court shaH appear just airf 
equitable. 
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Plaintiff riespect^y requests trial by jmy as tp all issues so triable at: kw 
includiiig <feii[iage&. 




Eiliotte P. Cdeman 



2730 Knox Terrace, S.E- 
Washington, D.C. 20020 
(202) 714-7961 



.S-w 



Dated: December 12, 2005 
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